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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since the signing of the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-

--Party Agreement (Ecology 1989),-the parties-to -the -agreement -have recognized the need to

modify the approach to conducting investigations and studies at Hanford with a goal of
maximizing efficiency, optimizing use of limited resources, and achieving cleanup in the

. earliest possible time frame. To implement this approach, the parties have jointly developed

the Hanford Site Past Practice Strategy (DOE-RL 1991d). The principles of the strategy are
embodied in the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order Change Package,
dated May 13, 1991 (Ecology et al. 1991).

An important aspect of the past practice strategy and its associated TPA change
package recognizes that the Hanford Site presents a number of unique circumstances that call
for innovative approaches to conducting investigations and feasibility studies (FS). The 100

....Area has been divided into 25 operable units (OU) based largely on location. While these

units are separated geographically, they all contain sites which are very similar with regard

" to types of contaminants and methods of disposal. Consequentiy, the Hanford Site Past

Practice Strategy as applied to the 100 Area defines an aggregate approach to evaluate groups
of sites based on their similarity, as opposed to their geographical location and operable unit
designation.

Thus the 1991 TPA change package mandates that, rather than performing separate
feasibility studies for each of the 100 Area OUs, the feasibility studies should evaluate
remedial alternatives for the entire 100 Area. To meet this objective, the change package

~ called for three "base” reports which would consider: 1) source operable units (except 100-N

_Area), 2) groundwater operable units, and 3) 100-N Area, as it is distinctly different from
“the other 100 Areas. The 100 Area feasibility study presented in this document meets the

objectives of the change package; however, the approach is further streamlined by
condensing the "base" studies into a single document to avoid having to duplicate large

amountis of common information, but at the same time provide separate sections to address
---definition of remedial-aliernatives by either-mediaor area.—-This-not only reduces the cost of

document preparation, but also shortens the review times and reduces the potential for

~document inconsistencies as a result of separate reviews. This document separates the

studies by three media: solid wastes, soil/riverbank sediments, and groundwater. Riverbank
sediments are that portion of the vadose zone, on the shore of the river, which are
contaminated as a result of fluctuating groundwater levels near the river. Additionaily, the N
Area is treated as a separate site based on its somewhat unique characteristics, making a total
of four types of sites or units evaluated.

This 100 Area Phase I/II FS is built around existing data. In a typical Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS), the Phase I/l FS is not completed until the RI Phase
I is complete, although the Phase I/II FS is often started while the Phase I RI is being
conducted. However, for the 100 Area, the size of the existing site characterization database
is larger than the end result of many Rls and is adequate for identifying and screening

- remedial alternatives. Use of existing data to initiate and expedite the FS process is
- consistent with the past practice strategy. New site characterization data, while important for
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later detailed analysis, would not likely affect the outcome of the alternatives development

and screening phases. Finally, waiting for limited field investigation (LF]) data to start the

FS process would cause unacceptable schedule delays in starting subsequent programs such
as treatability studies.

The 100 Area Phase I/II FS evaluates the known characteristics of the Hanford 100
--Area and identifies the range of remedial alternatives that are most appropriate for protection
of human health and the environment for the entire aggregate area. The purpose of the 100
Area FS is to:

. Provide a more generalized view of applicable and workable remedial
' technologies as applied to the site contamination problems as a whole

. Evaluate groups of sites based on similarity, as opposed to geographical
location and operable unit designation

. Develop and screen remedial alternatives to be used in the detailed analysis
phase in focused feasibility studies for Interim Remedial Measures (IRMs) or
final FSs for individual operable units.

Four areas of the Hanford Site (the 100, 200, 300, and 1100 Areas) have been
included on the EPA’s National Priorities List (NPL) under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA).

The Hanford Site is a 560 mi® (1,434 km?) tract of land located in the south-central
portion of the State of Washington in the counties of Adams, Benton, Franklin, and Grant.
The 100 Area lies along the southern shoreline of the Columbia River at the north end of the
Hanford Site (See Figure 1-1).

Between 1943 and 1962, nine water-cooled, graphite-moderated plutonium production
reactors were built along the shore of the Columbia River upstream from the now-abandoned
town of Hanford. Eight of these reactors (B, C, D, DR, F, H, KE, and KW) are retired
from service and are under evaluation for decommissioning. The ninth reactor, N, was
recently taken out of standby status and will be retired.

7 Waste disposal practices associatéd with operations of the 100 Area reactors resulted
in substantial releases of contamination to both soil and groundwater media in the vicinity of
the reactors. The major sources of contamination stem from the use of large amounts of
cooling water, which flowed through the reactor core. This cooling water was often
contaminated with significant concentrations of radionuclides. As a result of leaks in the

~ . spent cooling water transfer systems and as a result of intentional water disposal in cribs and
trenches, sigmficant volumes of soil and underlying groundwater have become contaminated.
In addition, solid wastes contaminated primarily with radionuclides were buried in unlined
trenches.
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Solid and liquid waste disposal units and groundwater plumes constitute the 100 Area
past practice OUs. However, reactor and other major buildings are excluded from the past
practice OUs. These will be decommissioned as part of the Surplus Reactors
Decommissioning Program and are thus outside the scope of this FS.

- - -Since-shutdown-of the production reactors, limited environmental investigations have
been performed to characterize the nature and extent of the contamination. Such
investigations, while not totally definitive, especially for non-radiological contaminants, have
provided a reasonably solid database upon which studies of remedial approaches can be
performed. The compilation of existing information on waste releases and environmental

— sampling-is summarized in- this report and forms-the- basis-for conducting these phases of the
feasibility study.

~ =7~ - SUMMARY OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY

- ... . .- The 100 Area Phase I/ILFS consists-of four principal tasks:

f

Identify contaminants of concern for the media of concern

. Identify applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) pertinent
to all general response actions including waste disposal

o Develop remedial alternatives (Phase I) applicable to the 100 Area including

development of remedial action objectives, development of general response

- actions, identification and screening of technologies and process options, and
assembly of remedial alternatives from representative technology types

. Screen alternatives (Phase II) developed in Phase I for implementability,
effectiveness, and costs to identify those alternatives which warrant
advancement to the detailed analysis phase of future focused feasibility studies.

T "~ Seven sections are inciuded in this FS report. Section 1.0 provides an introduction
which also includes a summary of background and existing data, including:

. A history of 100 Area operations and descriptions of facility characteristics
and waste generating processes

o Physical setting including such aspects as geology, hydrogeology,
meteorology, environmental resources, etc.

b Nature and extent of contamination in the media of concern.
The sources of contaminants in the 100 Area consist of reactor cooling water effluent
treatment, transfer, and disposal systems; sanitary sewage treatment, transfer, and disposal

systems; solid waste burial grounds (including decommissioned facility sites); fuel fabrication
wasie handiing areas; misceiianeous unpianned reiease areas; chemical storage areas;
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maintenance and decontamination areas; and experimental laboratory disposal areas. The
major contaminants in the 100 Area are the radionuclides directly associated with reactor
operations. However, as a result of utilities production as well as decontamination and
maintenance operations, both organic and inorganic chemicals were used and disposed of,
resulting in soil and groundwater chemical contamination. While substantial sampling data

__________ __exist for radionuclide contamination, data on non-radiological contamination are somewhat
limited. The major radiological contaminants present in the 100 Area environmental media
include:

Tritium

Cobalt-60
Strontium-90
Cesium-137
Europium-152/154/155

Uranium-235/238
Plutonium-239/240.

Chemical contaminants disposed to 100 Area soils as part of the liquid waste streams

':“”? include, but are not limited to:
. Chromium from sodium dichromate added to reactor cooling water
. Decontamination fluids containing chromic, citric, oxalic, nitric, and sulfuric
acids
° Mercury from manometers and thermometers
o PCBs from electrical equipment.

Solid wastes included irradiated components from the reactor such as graphite,
thimbles, control rods, spacers, and process dummies as well as incidental soft wastes such
as clothing and rags. In addition, decontamination and decommissioning activities created
solid waste in the form of demolition materials which were buried in the 100 Area.

Section 2.0 of the report provides an assessment of contaminants of concern for the
100 Area. Since a baseline risk assessment has not yet been performed for the 100 Area,
one objective of this study was to provide a uniform methodology for determining potential
contaminants of concern to use as a starting point for developing remedial alternatives. The
determination of potential contaminants of concern was conducted in two phases as follows:

. The identification of regulatory contaminants of concern by comparing
concentration data for radiological and/or chemical substances potentially
released in the 100 Area with background concentrations and established

- omeeeneregulatory limits

° Evaluation of the toxicological significance of each regulatory contaminant of
concern.

ES-4
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Decision logic diagrams were developed to determine the regulatory contaminants of
concern. (Figures 1 and 2 of Appendix A) Contaminants which the data showed were below
background were included on a suspect contaminant list, i.e., future characterization data
may warrant their inclusion as contaminants of concern. The qualitative toxicity assessment

== - -~~~ further refined the vontaminanis of concern deferminaiion by evaluating the toxicological
- - ....significance of .each regulatory contaminant of concern... The end product of this effort was a
list of potential contaminants of concern and suspect contaminants for sources, groundwater,
- = -~ -~~~ -and the G0N Area {presenied in Seciion 2.0 and in Appendix A). A composiie list,
including the potential contaminants of concern only, is provided in Table 1.

~ 77 " Section 3.0 documents the results of the effort to identify potential ARARs.
Three categories of ARARs are defined in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
document titled CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual (EPA, 1988c): chemical-
--— - -specifie;-tocation=specific, and action-specific ARARs. Table 2 lists some of the more
= === o-prominent potental ARARs for the 100 Area. Determination of ARARs is an iterative
process and thus the list of potential ARARs will be refined with additional data from future
100 Area investigations and studies.

Section 4.0 documents the Phase [ effort to identify and screen remedial technologies
and process options. This section also identifies remedial action objectives (RAOs), remedial

ST

----=---— - action goals-and general response actions (GRAs), and provides estimates of areas and
volumes of contaminated materials.

The media of interest for the RAOs include soils, groundwater, riverbank sediments,
-~ - —and solid wastes generated during site remediation activities. ‘The same media and RAOs
apply to the 100 N Area as well. In addition, this FS includes the identification of
--—- - - technologies and process options which may be used to address potentiaily-contamninated river
bottom sediments and outfall pipelines. Descriptions of these technologies and process
options are provided in Appendix F.

Remedial action goals are the target cleanup levels which satisfy the RAOs, and as
such, are considered a subset of RAOs. These cleanup levels are driven by risk assessments
and/or ARARs. In lieu of site-specific investigation and risk assessment data, assumptions
were made to develop remedial goals. While the use of assumptions instead of site-specific
data provides for a greater level of uncertainty, preliminary RAOs and remedial action goals

—.can still_be developed to a degree adequate for the Phase /I alternatives development.
However, site-specific data and definitive risk assessments will be necessary for future
detailed analysis of alternatives. For purposes of this Phase I/Il FS, the preliminary remedial
action goals are based primarily on state and federal regulatory limits (potential ARARSs)
along with selected assumptions regarding cleanup levels as developed in the Hanford Past
Practice Site Cleanup and Restoration Conceptual Study (WHC 1991c). These assumptions
are as follows:

. Performance of the tasks described for this FS is based on existing site data,
pnmarily as documented in the eleven draft 100 Area QU RI/FS work plans
issued previously (DOE 1990a-¢; [991a-f), and supplemented by existing data
given in other documents for sites not covered by draft work plans. New
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sampling or monitoring data produced as a result of current site investigations
were unavailable to meet the FS schedule and are therefore, not incorporated.

. ®. _._Allsites in the 100 Area are categarized within one of the four types of sites
identified for this project (solid wastes, soils/riverbank sediments,
groundwater, and the 100-N Area.

oo oo - Sampling-and menitoring-data reported in socurce documents are assumed to be
of adequate quality to support the FS.

mm e : Estimates of volumes of contaminated media were based primarily upon values
presented in the /00 Area Hanford Past Practice Site Cleanup and Restoration Conceptual
Study (WHC 1991e).

General response actions were identified as follows:

s No Aciion

. Institutional Actions

. Containment Actions

. Removal/Disposal Actions
*
[ ]

In situ Treatment Actions
Removal/Treatment/Disposal Actions.

. The identification and scregning of technologies considered the universe of technology
types that would be potentially applicable to the identified general response actions.
Technologies include general categories such as chemical treatment, thermal treatment,
stabilization/solidification, or capping. Within each technology category are process options.

- -----—- - Exampies of process options within the chemical ireaiment technology category include

precipitation, ion exchange, and oxidation/reduction.

- . Potentially-feasible, media-specific technologies and process options were identified
- for each of the GRAs by compiling information obtained from EPA documents, reference
~ - - program sources, personal interviews, and other relevant technical references.

Technologies and process options were initially screened in the Phase I FS to
S eliminate those that are not technically implementable for the site conditions or contaminants
encountered in the 100 Area. This first screening step only considered whether a technology
_____ _____and/or process option can be effectively implemented at the site, based on an assessment of
existing site data on both contaminant types/concentrations and site characteristics.

~——--— ——--- —— A second screening step was performed on technologies/process options which
. considered effectiveness as a primary criterion with implementability (now including
administrative implementability) and cost considered as secondary criteria.

Technologies and process options were identified for three media: solid wastes,

groundwater, and soils/riverbank sediments. While the 100-N Area has been set apart as a
separate medium in this FS, analysis of the applicability of technologies and process options
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- indicated. that there are no-unigue features of the 100-N Area which would present

technologies or options differing from the three basic media which have been considered.

Section 5.0 documents the Phase II effort to 1) assemble screened technologies and
process options into area-wide aiternatives and 2) screen the aiternatives with respect to
impiementability, effectiveness, and cost to arrive at a list for advancement to future focused

feasibility studies.

-----—- In-Phase IT of the FS, the list of technologies and process options which passed the

Phase I screening steps was used to assemble 27 alternatives representing the entire range of

general response actions as well as treatment and containment combinations. Tables 3, 4 and
-5 below-list the compoenent technelogies-and process options for each of the 27 alternatives

for the solid waste, groundwater, and soils media, respectively.

—— - The Phase II FS also included an alternatives evaluation and screening step. The goal

of the alternatives screening step was to limit the number of alternatives that must undergo
detailed analysis while still preserving the range of response actions and technologies to be
considered. Each of the 27 alternatives was described in sufficient detail such that they could
be evaluated in the alternatives screening step. Descriptions were based upon the general

_process information developed for each technology/process option in Phase I. In addition,

each alternative was described in view of known site conditions, contaminant ranges,
volumes of contaminated media, and other factors.

In accordance with the CERCLA FS process (EPA 1988a), each alternative was

-—--evaluated against-established criteria.  The criteria are essentially the same as used for

technology screening, i.e., implementability, effectiveness, and cost. However, in the

- ---alternatives-evaluation- stage, the criteria were now viewed in-more detail, considering more
- -site-specific-conditions;-and-as-applied to-the integrated-remedial solution rather than to just a

portion of the solution. The CERCLA evaluation criteria are listed as follows:

" Effectiveness:
. Short-term protection of human heaith
o Short-term protection of the environment
. Long-term protection of human health
. Long-term protection of the environment
. Reduction of mobility, toxicity, or volume reduction.

Implementability - technical feasibility:

L
]
4
)

Maintenance.
Implementability - administrative feasibility:

. Agency approvals
=) o T
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B ¥ Availability of services
. Specialized equipment and personnel.

The alternative evaluation step culminated in a formal scoring process to provide a
numerical qualification of how each alternative met the evaluation criteria. An alternative’s
rating against a specific criterion was not a pass/fail situation but an indication of the degree

~ to which the alternative meets the criterion. This degree, which considers the balance of
- — - pros and-cons for each-factor;-is represented by-a simple 1 to-5 scale, where "1" (poor)
“suggests that the criterion is not met at all while "5" (excellent) suggests that the criteria is
met very well.

The scoring was performed independently by nine individuals who made up the FS
" project team. Multiple scoring was done to reduce the influence of personal bias in the final
results. The individual scores were then averaged to form an initial composite alternative
- “ranking score.  The guidance document (EPA 1988a) directs that the effectiveness criterion
should be weighted more heavily than implementability and cost criterion.

The development of alternatives is based on the classes of contaminants (i.e.,
organics, metals, and radionuclides) and generalized conditions of all 100 Area operable
units. Because protection of human health and the environment is the principal goal of
remedial actions, the major focus of the screening is on the effectiveness of an alternative to
implementability and cost. After effectiveness, implementability is the next most important

.- -consideration and is given the second highest weighting factor. At this phase of the FS
process, site-specific cost information is limited. Costs are relative and serve as comparisons
between alternatives which are similar in effectiveness and implementability. Costs will be

_______more fully defined during detailed analysis (focused feasibility studies), when individual sites
are considered along with their specific conditions, waste volumes and types, and
contaminants.

For the purposes of this feasibility study, this was accomplished by first normalizing
the sum of individual factors for each criterion to 100 (for example, a total of "25" was
.. possible for the five factors considered for evaluating effectiveness; the effectiveness score

was normalized by multiplying the new score by 4), and then by weighting (multiplying by a
weighting factor).

The evaluation criteria were weighted as follows:

Weight
. Effectiveness 0.6
. Implementability 0.3
Cost 0.1

Total 1.0

y!
’]
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--The decision to discard -alternatives at this point was made on the basis of retaining a
broad range of general response actions for detailed analysis. This is deemed necessary for
this particular feasibility study due to an incompiete set of input parameters that are specified
in the guidance document for traditional feasibility studies. Alternatives recommended for
consideration at the detaiied anaiysis/focused feasibility study levels cover the spectrum of all
potential remedial actions from "no action" (which would be applicable only if a risk
assessment indicates acceptability of such an approach) to removal, treatment, and disposal
actions, which reduce uncertainty and risk but at a high cost.

Based on composite scores, alternatives were selected which are considered
representative of the range of general response actions for future FS evaluations. These are
listed in Table 6 below.

The retained alternatives may serve as a baseline from which to evaluate the future
impact of site characterization data and risk assessment results. Note that alternatives (and

-..technologies) that were not retained may he revisited at any time as new information

warrants, in accordance with FS guidance.

While the CERCLA Phase I/II FS process provides a rational process for developing
and screening remedial alternatives, it is important to note that all this is done in_the absence
of a baseline risk assessment to comprehensively evaluate the inherent risks posed by the
contamination. The baseline risk assessment will be a part of future studies. The Phase I/TI
process also does not allow much consideration of cost. The NCP states "Each remedial
action selected shall be cost effective...” (40 CFR 300.430 (f)(1)(ii}(D)). The cost
effectiveness of each alternative has not yet been evaluated. This is an essential element in
the ultimate decision-making process. While protection of human health and the environment
is of utmost importance, the final remedial solutions must be cost effective.

Section 6.0 of this report discusses development of a Treatability Study Program Plan
for conducting treatability studies needed to support further analysis of remedial technologies.
This section also provides an outline of the RI/FS program steps needed to advance the

. feasibility study process through future detailed analysis efforts to be conducted as part of

FSs for QUs and/or IRMs.

In general, treatability studies are conducted for two purposes:

e ®*_ . To gather sufficient data to allow treatment alternatives to be fully

developed and evaluated during the detailed analysis and to support
detailed design of a selected alternative

. To reduce cost and performance uncertainties for treatment alternatives
to acceptable levels so that a remedy can be selected.

~-The data-collected-from- the treatability studres mray provide information io heip
tha fnllAu

I o
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Potential effectiveness in achieving target cicanup leveis
Contaminant removal {or destruction) efficiencies
Achievable processing rates

Pretreatment or post-treatment requirements for waste streams
Treated-waste disposal requirements.



“RADIONUCLIDES

Tritivm

-—Larhon-14
Calcium-41
Cobsalt-60

| Nickel-63

i - Seienium-79

Strontium-90
Zirconium-93
Niobium-94
Technetium-99
Palladium-107
Cadmium-113
Antimony-125
Iodine-129
Cesium-134
Cesium-137
Samarium-151
Eurcpium-152
Europium-154
Radium-226/228
Uranium-235/238
Plutonium-238
Plutonium-239/240
Plutonium-241
Americium-241

Barinm

Beryllium
Boron
Cadmium
Chromium
T am
Manganese
Mercury
Vanadivm

DOE\RL-92-11, Rev.

OTHER
INORGANIC
COMPOUNDS/IONS

Ammonium/Ammonia
—-Asbesgtoz
Chlorine
Cyanide
Fluonide
ll Nitrate

Aot

[ ftiyit-y
l’ Phosphoric Acid

0

- — ———Table 1; Potential Contaminanis of Concern for the 100 Area

OTHER

VOCs
ORGANICS
Acetone Acetic Acid
-Benzene i -Bis 2-cth 1)

Chlorobenzene phthalate
Chloroform Ethylenediamine
Ethylbenzene Formic Acid
Methylene Chloride Hydrazine
Methyl Isobutyl PCBs

Ketone Petroleum
Perchloroethyienc Products
Trans -1,2- Thiourea

Dichloroethene
Trichloroethene
Xylenes

Note: Does not include suspect contaminants. Refer to Section 2.0 for breakdown of contaminants of concern by

EST-1
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Table 2. Potential Federal and State ARARs

Safe Dnnkmg Water Act Clean Air Act

for the 100 Area

Clean Water Act

regulatlons

ﬂ presented in Section 3.0 and Appendix B.

_ Note To-be-considered materials (TBCs) are not included. Additional ARARs are

Clean Water Act Resource Conservation and }| National Flood Insurance
| Recovery Act (RCRA) Program
- State -of Washing Clean Water-Act - H Endangered Species Act
Ground Water Quality
Standards
Model Toxics Control || Hazardous Waste RCRA
o Act Management Act
p— Clean Air Act Water Pollution Control Bald Eagle Protection |
;,:;';:; Act Rules
i |
e Model Toxics Control Act |
- State air pollution

EST-2
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Eiological Treatment: Biodenitrification ‘ Y ‘ .

Stabilization/Solidification: Vitrification ' . . . . . .

Physical Trestment: Stearn Stripping ' .

Physical Treatment: Vapar Extraction .

Thermal Treatment: Thermal Desorption . .

Physical Trealment: Soil 'Washing by ! - .
Altrition Scrubbing

Chemical Treatment: Soil Washing by ; .
Chemical Leaching

— —

rl

* Indicates technology/option is selected for the alternative
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Table 6. Phase II Screening Resuits: Recommended Alternatives Page 1 of 2

I __M T m
. Media Retained Description
Alternative
_Solid Waste SwW-1 No Action General Response: No Action
SwW-2 Institutionai Controls General Response: Access/Deed
Restrictions

SW-3 Containment Response: Run-on/run-off Control; Hanford
Barrier/RCRA Multi-media Cap

Sw4 Removal/Disposal Response: Excavation/Demolition;
Vault/Trench Disposal; Hanford Barrier/RCRA Multi-
media Cap _

SwW-7 In situ Treatment Response: Dynamic Compaction;
Vibration-aided Grout Injection; Hanford Barrier/RCRA

Cap

SW-9 Removal/Treatment Disposal Response: ﬂ
N - -1 Excavation/Demolition; Thermal Desorption; Compaction:
Cement Based Stabilization/Solidification; Vault/Trench
Disposal; Hanford Barrier

— 1
Il Groundwater |~ GW-1 | No Action General Response: No Action
7 GW-2 Institutional Controls Gener:;l Response: Water
Rights/Deed Restrictions; Alternate Water Supply
. GW-3 Containment Response: Slurry Walls; Extraction Wells
_ GW-4 In situ Treatment Response: Biodenitrification; Air
Stripping

GW-5 Removal/Treatment/Disposal Response (based on chemical
' treatment): Extraction Wells; Biodenitrification; Chemical
Oxidation; Chemical Precipitation; Chemical Reduction;
Media Filtration; Ion Exchange; Cement-based
Stabilization/Solidification; Aquifer Reinjection

~"GW-6 7 Removai/Treatmient/Disposal Response (based on physical

Filtration; Reverse Osmosis; Evaporation; Cement-based
Stabilization/Solidification; Crib Disposal

EST-6a
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Table 6. Phase II Screening Results: Recommended Alternatives Page 2 of 2

Media Retained Description
. Altarmativa
4 RAW L 1ICALE ¥ W

Soils/ 58-1 No Action General Response: No Action
Riverbank . 3
: §S-2 Institutional Controls General Response: Access/Deed
Sediments e
Restrictions
e e - 88-3 | Confainment Response: Run-on/run-off Control; Hanford
Barnier/RCRA Cap B
el - 8§84 Removal/Disposal Response: Excavation/Demolition;
- Vauit/Trench Disposal; Hanford Barrier/RCRA Multi-
_ media Cap
B} e SS-8 _ In situ Treatment Response: In situ Vitrification
- - - -————1----88-10- — {-Removal/Treatment Disposal Response:

Excavation/Demolition; Thermal Desorption; Soil
Washing By Attrition Scrubbing; Vitrification
Stabilization/Solidification; Vault/Trench Disposal;
Hanford Barrier o

EST-6b
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ACRONYMS
- = ALARA As Low As Reasonably Achievable
A/PEG  _ alkali metal/polyethviene glycols
ARAR applicable or reievant and appropriate requirement
CAA